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As the Department of City and Regional Planning(DCRP) at the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill nears its 50th anniversary, it is timely to look back
on its origins and ponder how it came to be one of the
leading schools of planning in the country. My reflec-
tions examine the first thirty years of the department.
They describe DCRP's beginnings and identify some
highlights of planning education and urban research at
Chapel Hill, and conclude with a few observations on
the key strengths of the department in this period.
Planning Profession in the 1940s
What was the working environment like in city halls
in those days? Where planning was an accepted part of
local government, it was often outside the mainstream
of decision-making. But as advocated by Robert Walker
in his influential study, 1 planningwas increasingly being
accorded departmental status with administrative re-
sponsibilities to the city manager or mayor. Even with
this change of status, planners continued to maintain a
close relationship with the planning commission. With
the members often chosen by city council for their
political sensitivity, the commission provided the plan-
ning staff with a proving ground for new land develop-
ment. The shift to a department status provided the
planning office with leverage to relate land planning
more directly with development functions in other
departments and to involve the planner in capital budg-
eting.
F. Stuart Chapin, Jr., is Alumni Distinguished Professor
Emeritus of City and Regional Planning UNC-Chapel
Hill. He was director ofthe Urban Studies Program of the
Institute for Research in Social Science, 1957-69, and in
1969founded the Centerfor Urban and Regional Studies.
Earlier this year , he was named a Pioneer ofPlanning by
the American PlanningAssociation. He now lives in the
Pacific Northwest.
How useful this shift in status proved to be depended
not only on the organizational channels available to the
planning office, but also on the compatibility of the
planning director with the city manager or mayor and
the heads ofdepartments possessing development func-
tions. The success of these relationships depended both
on the ability of the planner to deal with the politics of
city hall, and the planning staffs skill in bringing about
increased efficiency and cost-saving public improve-
ments.
Beginnings of the Department
Frank Porter Graham, the President ofthe University
of North Carolina, was a key person in creating the new
department in the 1946-7 school year. Howard W. Odum,
founder and then retired Director of the Institute for
Research in Social Science (IRSS), and Gordon W.
Blackwell, who succeeded Odum as Director of IRSS
(and later became President of Florida State University
and then Furman University) also played important
roles in DCRP's establishment. DCRP came into exis-
tence not entirely on the initiative of Graham and the
enthusiasm of Odum, nor only from the skillful guid-
ance of Blackwell; all were essential to the department's
genesis.
The indispensable figure and the catalyst in the estab-
lishment of the department was JohnA Parker, known
fondly to more than 1 ,200 alumni as "Jack." His founding
vision, his imagination, and his firm hand guided devel-
opment of planning education at Chapel Hill through-
out his tenure as Chair (1946-1974). It is a tribute to his
leadership that the University did not choose to institute
the practice of rotating the chair in DCRP until after his
retirement.
The title of the degree, as conferred by the depart-
ment and formally adopted by the Board of Trustees,
was the Masters of Regional Planning. This reflected an
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expectation by Graham, Odum and Blackwell that re-
gional planning might eventually be a DCRP emphasis.
After all, Chapel Hill was widely recognized at the time
for Odum's work in southern regionalism. Moreover,
the nearby Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) was then
at the peak of its fame as an experiment in regional
development and had provided consultation on the
creation of the Department.
Even though there was a strong preference for a
regional focus, Jack Parker persuaded Graham, Odum
and Blackwell that the program should initially empha-
size urban planning. 2 As a consultant to TVA in the
summer of 1946, he had made a survey of planning
agencies in the Southeast and understood the potential
of regional planning. The survey made clear to him,
however, that the job market for graduates ofa planning
program was primarily in an urban rather than a re-
gional setting. State planning in this period was on the
wane as a result of the demise of the National Resources
Planning Board (NRPB), which had previously funded
most state planning agencies. The state planning agen-
cies that survived the loss of NRPB support, concen-
trated on local planning assistance, the kind of program
pioneered under contracts between TVA and Tennes-
see and Alabama. Limited job opportunities continued
to exist with planning consultant firms and urban-rede-
velopment agencies. However, the primary market for
graduates remained city planning agencies.
Structure of the Curriculum
One goal of the new department was to provide the
student with the knowledge and analytical methods
needed to be a successful urban planner. The immediate
prioritywas to settle on the courses considered essential
for on-the-job effectiveness ofgraduates. Nine planning
courses were approved by the Graduate School for the
start of the program, with other university courses also
available to DCRP students. By 1949, the planning
course listings consisted of a course on planning and
government, a planning legislation course, a planning
seminar (the equivalent of the present-day course in
planning theory), courses on methods of land use plan-
ning, transportation planning and infrastructure plan-
ning (then known as "municipal facilities"), four appli-
cation courses, a summer internship, and a thesis. In
addition, a course in statistics was required of students
who had not taken one as an undergraduate. The re-
maining four courses in the two-year professional mas-
ter's degree requirement were electives. 3
In many respects, the centerpiece of this curriculum
was the series of four applications courses. These pro-
vided the student with practice in applying the knowl-
edge and methods learned in the lecture courses to real-
world situations. In the first applications course, a stu-
dent designed a residential subdivision for a chosen
topographic site, developed cut and fill estimates for
streets, and estimated costs of street improvements. In
the next course, the student designed a new town, ex-
tending the principles from the subdivision problem to
an entire model community.
In the third-term applications course, teams oftwo or
three students undertook demonstration studies in the
preparation ofa comprehensive plan for different North
and South Carolina cities. These studies culminated in a
public presentation in city hall in which team members
fielded questions and defended their proposals. For the
fourth term applications course, each student prepared
a demonstration study of neighborhood renewal. The
project culminated in presentations to residents and city
officials which included design proposals, general esti-
mates of costs, and information on grants and loans
under existing federal programs.
The last two applications projects not only empha-
sized planning analysis and design but also practice in
the development of graphic and oral presentation skills.
Much of the readiness of cities in the Carolinas to
develop comprehensive plans under subsequently avail-
able federal funding (the so-called "701 Program" under
the Housing Act of 1954) can be traced to these demon-
stration studies.
Periods in DCRP's Development
There are many factors affecting the way a school
evolves, factors such as the time in history it is founded,
the resources available for faculty and for student aid,
the vision of the faculty and how it is translated into an
education mission, and the intellectual setting in which
the school is located. As I look back on changes in the
department over the first 30 years, it seems clear that the
interrelationship between research and teaching has
played a very important role in shaping the early years of
DCRP. Although I have not been able to follow Depart-
ment developments in the past 15 years, I am sure this
interdependence continues to this day. In any event, I
turn now to some distinct eras of research and teaching
in the evolution of DCRP.
The First Ten Years (1947-1957)
Though there were five graduate students signed up
to begin their two-year master's program in September
1946 when Jack Parker arrived to take up residence in
Chapel Hill, the formal approval of the planning cur-
riculum was not achieved until 1947. James M. Webb,
the second new faculty member arrived in January 1947,
and I arrived in the fall of 1949. Although faculty from
other departments taught several courses for the De-
partment, DCRP consisted of only three faculty mem-
bers for the next dozen years or so. Over this period,
student enrollment in the program increased gradually
from five to about 20 per class.
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In the first ten years, an un-
stated mission of research was
to examine knowledge available
from planning practice, identify
weaknesses, strengths and gaps,
and develop approaches for
improving this knowledge. Dur-
ing this period, the Institute for
Research in Social Science
(IRSS) was an important resource
to DCRP, not only counseling
the department on policy and
practices of the University, but
also steering the faculty toward
funding opportunities in research
and providing research assistant-
ships during DCRP's lean years.
In the first couple of years,
research centered on develop-
ing material for courses in the
curriculum, often with the help
of student research assistants with
financial aid from IRSS. As out-
side funding became available,
more ambitious work was un-
dertaken. Several studies were
funded under contracts with federal agencies in the early
fifties. A Housing and Home Finance Agency-supported
study focused on the urbanization of the rural area sur-
rounding the Atomic Energy Commission's Savannah
River facility then under construction in South Caro-
lina. Also undertaken at this timewere two projects with
U.S. Air Force funding, one concerned with daytime/
nighttime differentials in the distribution of population
in metropolitan areas, and the other with the theory and
practice of city and regional planning in the Soviet
Union.
IRSS's weekly luncheon sessions were especially helpful
to DCRP faculty in opening up communication with the
University's social science faculty. An Urban Studies
Committee, consisting of faculty from planning, politi-
cal science, economics and sociology was formed out of
these sessions. In the course of a two-year period of fort-
nightly seminars, this committee developed an interdis-
ciplinary research schema on urban processes, which
subsequently became the basis for a research proposal
submitted to the Ford Foundation.
In 1957, UNC-Chapel Hill was awarded the Founda-
tion's first major grant in its newly established program
in urban affairs. One part of the five-year grant was to
focus on urbanization processes in the Piedmont Indus-
trial Crescent extending from Raleigh, NC, to Green-
ville, SC; a second part was to advance communications
between universities in the South engaged in urban
research. These two parts were administered through
Stuart Chapin discusses one ofthe Department's first research projects with his students.
IRSS. A third part, under the auspices of the Institute of
Government, concerned research interpretation for local
action groups.
While these developments were evolving in research,
planning education was also making notable strides.
Early research in land-use planning went directly into
the course in land-use analysis as well as into the third
term applications course. Studies on the role of the
planner in urban development provided case material
for the course on planning and government.4
Faculty involvement in the Urban Studies Commit-
tee and subsequent work on the Ford Foundation grant,
demonstrated the importance of initiating steps toward
offering a doctorate in planning. The increase in the
number of student applications for admission to the
planning program over the ten-year period and the need
for additional course offerings showed that DCRP was
ready for expansion in faculty, classroom space and
other facilities.
Takeoff (1958-1968)
The Ford Foundation grant provided resources for
major interdisciplinary urban research involving 20 faculty
in planning, political science, economics and sociology
and included new funding for research assistantships in
these same fields. It provided an unparalleled experi-
ence for facultyand research assistant interchange in the
social sciences. The summary volume of this five-year
effort covered four focal areas: 5 (1) the economic vari-
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ables of urban growth in the Crescent; (2) political and
business leadership patterns in community decision-
making, including the role of the planner, various inter-
est groups and African-Americans in political action;
(3) the attitudes of people living in Crescent cities about
urban growth, their perception of problems, and their
participation in political action aimed at solving prob-
lems; and (4) studies of the spatial extent of growth and
factors associated with the direction and intensity of city
expansion into the countryside.
In retrospect, DCRP may have been a greater benefi-
ciary of the Urban Studies Program than any of the other
fields represented. Not only did this program represent
a quantum leap forward in DCRP faculty research but it
had many other benefits. It drew many visitors to Chapel
Hill from each of the fields involved in the program.
Some were inquisitive about the scope of the program
and came because they were initiating their own pro-
grams in urban affairs and were interested in evaluating
the strengths and weaknesses in such an ambitious inter-
disciplinary program. Others came as consultants to
various studies. Visitors of special interest to planning
such as Martin Meyerson, Harvey Perloff, Jack Dyck-
man, Richard Meier, Norton Long and Allen Feldt, gave
seminars for the department.
The land development research conducted during the
period ofFord Foundation support became the basis for
future grants and contracts extending this work further.
From 1962 to 1965, a model for simulating the growth of
residential areas in a city was developed and tested
under financing from the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads.
Residual funds from the Urban Studies Program sup-
ported a study of living quality in the city for the elderly.
Other research funded under a series of grants from the
U.S. Public Health Serv-
ice, studied the roles of
various agents affecting the
supply side of residential
development and house-
hold activity in time and
space, essentially consid-
erations affecting the
demand side of residen-
tial development. Also
during this period, five
DCRP faculty members
carried out a national study
of residential moving
behavior under a contract
from the National Coop-
erative Highway Research
Program.
The advent of the Ur-
ban Studies Program pro-
vided a clear demonstra-
tion of opportunities for a doctoral program in plan-
ning. With coaching from Graduate School Dean Alex-
ander Heard (later to become President of Vanderbilt
University), Jack Parker shepherded the Ph.D. proposal
through UNC-Chapel Hill's approval process and the
Consolidated University review where negotiations with
other units of the University system were finally cleared.
The Ph.D. program was approved by the Board of Trus-
tees in 1961. With the availability of research assistant-
ships in the Urban Studies Program and five National
Defense Education Act fellowships, the first doctoral
students entered the Ph.D. program in the following
year. The basic mission of this program came to be much
as it is today: to train top-quality and highly motivated
teachers and research scholars in planning.
Besides being the launching period for the Ph.D.
program, the first half of the sixties was a period of
change in the master's program as well. Core courses
were improved-the course in planning theory was over-
hauled, and the Department introduced its own course
in quantitative methods, including both statistics and
mathematical modeling. Because many students looked
toward jobs in metropolitan planning agencies, the third
term applications course focused on a large metropoli-
tan area: the surrounding areas of Washington, D.C.6
During this period the master's thesis was replaced by a
Departmental Paper and, while the internship contin-
ued to be recommended, it had been dropped as a
requirement.
The mid-sixties was a transition time in other ways as
well. It was a time when the almost exclusive emphasis
on urban planning was giving way to a growing number
of new concentrations which required additions to the
faculty. With new faculty and resulting need for addi-
DCRP moved to its present location, New East, in the early 1 960s.
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tional office and classroom space, DCRP went through
a series of moves which eventually resulted in the De-
partment settling in renovated space in the New East
Building.7
From 1965 to 1969,DCRP nearly doubled its faculty.8
In 1965 George Hemmens, who had been on the faculty
earlier, returned and was pivotal in establishing the
Department's computer laboratory, made possible under
the University's "Centers of Excellence" grant from the
National Science Foundation (NSF). He also provided
leadership in reorganizing offerings in planning theory
at both the MRP and Ph.D. levels. The NSF grant
enabled the department to hire Emil Malizia in 1969 to
develop course offerings in economic development. The
same grant provided support for a position in transpor-
tation planning.
In connection with an Environmental Health Train-
ing Program of the U.S. Public Health Service, it was
possible to bring Maynard Hufschmidt to the Depart-
ment in 1965. His courses in public investment theory
and techniques subsequently provided the beginnings of
a specialization in regional planning and resource man-
agement. 9 With David Moreau's addition to the faculty
in 1968 and his interest in water resources, the resource
management option became a full area of concentra-
tion.
Edward Kaiser joined the faculty in 1966 and became
a key contributor to the core course in quantitative
methods and courses in land use planning. Michael
Stegman was brought to the Department in 1968 to
develop an area of concentration in housing.
New Directions (1969-1978)
Social and political developments in the sixties pushed
planning schools in newdirections. The outbreak ofcivil
disturbances in cities across the country fired interest in
social policy as new attention centered on inner city
issues such as job creation, urban renewal and housing.
Earth Day in 1971 further expanded the field, eventually
including air and water quality and concern for the
protection of wetlands, riparian areas, wildlife habitat
and coastal dunes.
Although new specializations in regional and envi-
ronmental planning and resource management were
already in place at Chapel Hill, it was not until 1969 that
the department was able to obtain resources for an area
of concentration in social policy planning. A National
Institute ofMental Health Training Grant financed two
new faculty positions and several non-service fellow-
ships, and by 1970 social policy planning became a part
of the curriculum. The required courses for this concen-
tration were the same as all others, but the applications
courses emphasized service delivery and preparation for
work in inner city community action programs. As the
specialization evolved, students often took courses in
other areas, especially urban planning and housing.
During this period the Ford Foundation expanded
the financial support available to minority students by
funding a non-service fellowship program. The depart-
ment also received a Mellon Foundation grant enabling
support for new faculty and student fellowships. In the
period 1969 to 1970, David Godschalk joined the fac-
ulty, focusing on participatory planning, environmental
planning, and land use planning in coastal areas. In 1970,
Shirley Weiss moved from the Center for Urban and
Regional Studies to head the Department's new under-
graduate honors programs in urban affairs and to teach
courses in central business area and new towns. Edward
Bergman joined the faculty in 1972, sufficiently aug-
menting the course offerings in economic development
to make this a new area of concentration.
The early seventies was a period of flux in the Depart-
ment. 10 Each new DCRP catalog outlined a new mix of
concentrations available to incoming students. Between
1967 and 1969, students could choose between three
concentrations-urban planning, regional planning and
housing/social policy. By 1973-75 five areas of concen-
trations were available to masters students-urban plan-
ning, regional planning, environmental planning, so-
cial-policy planning, and economic development. Ur-
ban design was briefly offered as an option, as was envi-
ronmental-health planning under a joint program with
the School of Public Health. Another reflection of the
department's flux had to do with the content of core
courses. During the 1969-70 academic year, an inte-
grated two-semester course was team taught as an ex-
periment. In the following year, the original theory and
quantitative methods core courses were reinstated.
The transition to a rotating Chair of the Department
in 1974 went smoothly. By this time a great deal of the
Department's work was distributed to the faculty through
committees. To stabilize both the faculty and masters
and doctoral programs, George Hemmens, the new
Chair, used the existing committee system. During his
four-year tenure, several joint programs were created,
including the joint program in law and planning.
Faculty research grew during this ten-year period. In
1969, the Urban Studies Program, previously admini-
stered by IRSS, became the Center for Urban and Re-
gional Studies (CURS), an independent entity report-
ing directly to the Provost. In response to urban prob-
lems beginning to surface in cities across the state, the
1969 session of the North Carolina General Assembly
appropriated funds to the Consolidated University for
urban research and extension services. The new line
item in the UNC-Chapel Hill budget provided CURS
firm funding and allowed recruitment of a permanent
staff. Jonathan Howes was brought to Chapel Hill in
1970 as the new CURS director.
Creation of CURS supported research into land
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development and urban issues
the original focus of the depart-
ment. Shirley Weiss and Edward
Kaiser completed their widely
respected studies of entrepre-
neurial decisions in the residen-
tial development process by
landowners, real estate agents,
financial intermediaries, land
developers, and homebuilders.11
With help in the field from par-
ticipant-observers and survey-
research associates, I carried out
a study on household activity
patterns in metropolitan Wash-
ington, D.C.. 12 Edward Kaiser,
with Maynard Hufschmidt and
others, prepared a widely dis-
tributed study on how urban plan-
ning and land use regulations
contributed to environmental
protection. 13
In the early seventies, Shirley The 1960s and 1970s saw the
Weiss, with Raymond Burby, Edward Kaiser and others,
undertook the first major evaluation of new towns in
America. 14 David Brower participated in a major review
of urban growth management for the Urban Land Insti-
tute, and with a team of planning and law students,
followed this with a study of development timing as a
means of managing urban growth. 15 Brower and David
Godschalk went on to examine constitutional issues in
growth management with the assistance ofanother team
of students. 16
Research in the Department from 1946 to 1978 has
been especially useful for teaching urban planning,
particularly in providing case studies and demonstra-
tions of methods of analysis. But teaching and research
are interdependent. Lack of case materials, inadequa-
cies in methods, or simply gaps in approaches available
for classroom use have also spurred new research. For
instance the study on the decision-making behavior of
entrepreneurs and the investigation of household activi-
ties and moving behavior provided the means ofexplain-
ing in the classroom the behavioral factors at work in
residential land use models.
DCRP's Strengths and a Final Note
In putting together this review of the Department
during the period of my nearly thirty years at Chapel
Hill, I developed some very clear conclusions about the
strengths of DCRP. I list them without elaboration.
Whether they have validity for charting future direc-
tions is left to the reader closer to the Chapel Hill scene.
Number one, the Department has been very alert to
Department expand its diversity.
change in the field and, indeed, has paced change as the
curriculum has evolved. Second, the Department has
always closely monitored the job market and has kept
the curriculum abreast of the requisite knowledge and
skills necessary for students to qualify in that market.
Number three, DCRP has assiduously searched out and
pursued private and governmental research and training
grants which consequentially enhanced both teaching
and research. Fourth, the Department has given close
attention to student recruitment and has been aggres-
sive in searching out sources of student financial aid.
Number five, the collegial atmosphere that has pre-
vailed among the faculty has been a hallmark of the
Department - no fiefdoms, no dissident wings. Finally,
department chairs have played a strong leadership role
in building each of the above listed strengths.
Now let me note what I consider to be the great
challenge to the Department and the planning field in
the future. For some time it has been clear that advances
in science, technology and medicine have prolonged life
expectancy the world over, and agricultural improve-
ments have made it possible to feed more people. The
global increases in population, particularly in develop-
ing countries, and rising expectations for an improved
quality of life increase pressure for access to a better life
through economic opportunities -pressure that can break
through national boundaries.
The magnitude of population growth and migrations
and the scale of economic expansion that will be re-
quired to accommodate this growth, will have a pro-
found impact on a finite land supply and on all resources.
Add to this the recently-discovered hole in the protec-
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tive layers of the atmosphere and its implications for
global change in the environment for all living things. It
may be that the planning field can have very limited
influence on these matters.
Despite the apparent intractability of these prob-
lems, I hope the planning field will "make no little
plans." In preparing students for job opportunities,
planning education must also prepare them for the great
challenges already upon us. It is my hope that DCRP will
be constantly addressing the big issues in each round of
curriculum review, not only in the design of core courses,
but also in the selection of areas of concentration and
courses that go with them. DCRP must choose carefully
where it allocates its resources and select options and
courses which are not only uniquely appropriate in a
planning curriculum today but which also emphasize the
creative use of planning theory and method in address-
ing monumental changes to come.cp
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